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In a period of qualitative change when national societies are more self-preoccupied 
and the nature of power is altering, in an era of quantitative change when the relative 
amount of influence that different nations can exert, especially in the military and 
economic fields, is being transformed, it is probable that the relations of the European 
countries to each other and to the super-powers will be transformed also. The process 
of change has already been launched, not only by the enlargement of the Community, 
but by the second round of the Soviet-American Strategic Arms Limitation talks, 
which may affect the number of nuclear weapons deployed in the two great alliances 
and may lead to understandings that affect strategic guarantees; by a conference in 
Geneva on European Security and Co-operation which embraces all the European 
powers—all 32 of them, plus Canada and the United States; and by a Nato-Warsaw 
Pact conference in Vienna which is attempting to find a formula for a mutual 
reduction of troops in Europe before domestic pressures create the risk of a unilateral 
American reduction of the troops that give credibility to her present guarantee. In 
addition, the course of the trade and monetary negotiations within the West, in which 
the Community and the United States are the chief protagonists, will crucially affect 
the degree of confidence with, which they confront the issues, and the conflicting 
interests, which these political negotiations raise.  
 
In a sense, therefore, the future of international relationships in Europe is sub judice. 
So I want to turn to that other area of the world where the interests of the great powers 
confront each other, the area where aggression and debacle did much to darken the 
European horizon in the Thirties and where they could do so once again—namely, 
Eastern Asia. If we speak of change, there is no area where the relations of the major 
states have undergone a greater transformation since the beginning of the Sixties, and 
the Far East presents a strange contrast between the heavily-armed hostility of China 
and the Soviet Union and the virtually unarmed economic power of Japan—which is 
like a plate-glass skyscraper placed beside two fortresses.  
 
The Sino-Soviet conflict is an unhappy story whose origins are to be found in a 
matted tangle of geo-political considerations, ideological differences, ethnic hostility 
and historical distrust. It is unprofitable to try and apportion blame to either Moscow 
or Peking. Except at the very beginning of their alliance in 1950— the period when 
both the Soviet Union and the new People’s Republic of China feared that the 
American decision of 1950 to restore Japan to sovereignty meant the resurgence of an 
aggressive nation off their shores, backed with the full might of American strategic 
power—five factors were inherent in their mutual animosity. First, there was and is an 
active Chinese national memory of the way in which the Czarist Empire had 
encroached on large areas of what had traditionally been thought of as the outer 
regions of the Middle Kingdom, and had then sanctified this encroachment by 
applying the unfamiliar Western legal concept of state sovereignty and the 
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inviolability of national frontiers. This perhaps is the least bitter cause of animosity, 
for China is a huge country, the population affected are not Han people, and Peking 
has called only for acknowledgment of the inequity of the frontier and has not 
demanded its revision. The second factor is that the Sino-Soviet border is the longest 
land frontier between two countries in the world, 4,500 miles in length, nearly twice 
as long as that between Canada and the United States. The tensions to which a land 
frontier can give rise are something of which we in this island have no experience, 
and they are heightened if it is populated in places by nomadic tribes and is in others 
ill-defined. Canada and the United States are, in fact, almost the only pair of 
countries? With a long land frontier—a frontier not marked by a great mountain range 
like that between Peru and her neighbours— where this has been a cause of virtually 
no tension.  
 
Another reason for the breakdown of the Sino-Soviet alliance was simply the sheer 
size and power of the two countries, compounded by the failure of the Russians to 
consult China over changes in external policy. Between 1955 and 1958, mainland 
China tried to detach a group of islands, Quemoy and the Matsus, from the control of 
the Chinese Nationalists on Taiwan, and the Americans, not unreasonably, said that if 
this erupted into war they would hold China’s ally, the Soviet Union, responsible. In 
1958 Khrushchev went to Peking and made it clear that if the Chinese got involved i 
war with the Americans they could not count on automatic Soviet support. The fears 
that developed in Moscow during the Fifties that Peking might involve them in war 
with America were a mirror of the doubts felt by Germany in the early 20th century 
about the wisdom of remaining allied to Austria, which had the power to embroil her 
in war. In all the subsequent conflicts of the Sixties, except Vietnam, either the 
Russians accused the Chinese of being rash, or the Chinese accused the Russians of 
being cowardly. But to raison d’etat have been added two other sources of conflict 
not normally found in modern international relations.  
 
One is ethnic hostility, stronger on the Russian than on the Chinese side—
paradoxically enough, since the Soviet Union is in theory an interracial federation. 
Though China is a far weaker country industrially, it has over three times the 
population of the Soviet Union. Because the Russians have always had a 
preoccupation with numbers in international politics —which is one of the reasons for 
their courtship of the Arab world—they have succeeded in convincing themselves of 
the reality of what looks to us like a quite mythical danger: of yellow hordes sweeping 
across the plains of Asia to engulf their civilisation, or at least to wrest Siberia and 
Mongolia, with their mineral riches, from Soviet control. The great Soviet physicist, 
Andrei Sakharov, who fights a brave battle for intellectual freedom in his own 
country, still describes Maoism in the same terms as pre-war Fascism. And since 1969 
China has felt an equal threat of attack.  
 
The fifth, and most important, factor is, of course, ideological conflict. This started as 
disagreements over policy—how to organise agricultural production, for instance. It 
was aggravated by differences of national style in the interpretation of Marxism-
Leninism, by the national Russian propensity to bureaucratic management, by Mao’s 
determination to minimise the state apparatus and to govern through exhortation and 
social discipline. Finally, it took on the characteristics of the split between Rome and 
Byzantium, and involved two conflicting interpretations of the Word.  
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For the past few years it has been a relation not just of hostility, like that between De 
Gaulle and the Americans, but of highly-armed confrontation. There are now 45 
Soviet divisions and over two thousand bombers and fighters in the Far East, and the 
Chinese, whose principal military concentrations in the Fifties and Sixties were in 
Southern and coastal China, as a hedge against American invasion, have had to re-
deploy their large but less well- armed forces along their northern and western 
borders. China has been building up a nuclear deterrent force since she exploded her 
first atomic device in 1964, and in addition to some bombers has a small number of 
missiles of a range that could reach Moscow. But with the steady improvement in 
missile accuracies that has been occurring in the armouries of the two super-powers, 
these could be largely eradicated in a first strike by the enormous arsenal of Soviet 
missiles. So China is likely to remain strategically the more vulnerable power, until 
such time, perhaps ten or fifteen years hence, when she has succeeded in deploying a 
force of nuclear submarines, even though she is trying to improve her deterrent 
posture by building vast complexes of air-raid shelters in her main cities.  
 
 
A cold peace?  
Does this mutual hostility of the two Communist powers advance or protect the 
interests of the West? My own answer is that at its present level, it no longer does. 
One can argue that the greater reasonableness of the Soviet Union at the turn of the 
decade in ceasing to identify Germany as a revanchist power, in settling the 
unfinished business of the Second World War with her, and in signing a new Berlin 
agreement, was a consequence of an increased preoccupation with its Eastern frontier. 
But the evidence even on this is inconclusive, and there is certainly no validity in the 
kind of old-fashioned realpolitik of which Konrad Adenauer was an exponent and 
which still has some adherents on the Continent, and which sees it as a Western 
interest to build up China as a counterpoise to Soviet strength. All this does is to 
encourage the Soviet Union to arm itself even more strongly and to feed all the forces 
of suspicion and xenophobia latent both in the Russian temperament and in Soviet 
policy.  
 
Is the breach between the Communist powers irreparable? This year, as in 1969, there 
has been fear in many places that the mainland powers might come to blows. I have 
never thought this very probable myself: the Chinese do not feel strong enough to 
attack, while the Soviet Union can now be certain that she would risk not only a 
debacle in her relations with the United States but her position in the developing 
world as well, were she to aggress by, say, a pre-emptive strike against Chinese 
nuclear installations in Sinkiang. In any case, both Brezhnev and Mao made it their 
business two months ago to dampen the torrent of mutual abuse. But it will be much 
harder for the two countries to achieve a cold peace, let alone any form of ‘adversary 
partnership’, than it has been for the Soviet Union and the United States to do so, for 
the reasons I have mentioned: namely, the Chinese sense of the injustice of her 
borders, the length of the land border, ethnic hostility, the competition of the two 
Romes.  
 
But the present level of armed confrontation is immensely costly, as well as 
dangerous, for both powers, and offers smaller fry the opportunity to manipulate the 
conflict to their own advantage. There have always been elements in both capitals 
who have sought reconciliation either for ideological or security reasons. Clearly 
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personalities are crucial, and there can be little question of Brezhnev and Mao 
meeting on some new Field of the Cloth of Gold. But the recent Party Congress in 
Peking produced a possible successor to the old men in Wang Hung-wen. the very 
young new third member of the Politburo, who, though he has the reputation of a 
radical, comes from a vulnerable metropolis, Shanghai, instead of from peasant stock, 
and was a child during the Civil War. We may be witnessing the preliminaries to the 
kind of ‘balance of prudence’ that began to govern Soviet-American relations in the 
late Fifties—perhaps to be followed later in the present decade by a cold peace.  
 
The post-war foreign policy of China makes those of other major states look like 
homespun models of simplicity. The ‘image’ which Mao and his colleagues have 
successfully thrown upon the screen of world opinion is one of calm, consistency and 
order, by comparison with the hot debates of the open societies or the harshness of 
Soviet actions and reactions. But, in fact, no country’s policy has gone through greater 
fluctuations. In 1945, Mao and Chou En-lai were asking if they could be invited to 
Washington to express their admiration for the world’s leading democracy; five years 
later, China was a full ally of the Soviet Union; eight years after that, the relationship 
between Moscow and Peking was beginning to become one of adversaries and three 
years later had ruptured. In the mid-Sixties China was keeping up a drumfire of anti-
Western propaganda throughout Asia: by the end of 1968 she was beginning to put 
out feelers towards the United States. In 1969 Lin Piao was named as Mao’s 
successor: two years later, he was an enemy of the state. In 1967 the British Mission 
in Peking was burnt to the ground by officially-inspired mobs: in 1972, China was 
ordering British aircraft, and no doubt the same mobs were singing the Eton Boating 
Song in honour of Sir Alec Douglas-Home.  
 
This is not to accuse China of unusual duplicity. The twists and turns of her policy are 
partly a consequence of the conjunction of three facts: that she is a revolutionary 
power, a big power and a weak power. And the two latter considerations have, for the 
time being, forced her to give priority to growth and survival over longer-range 
ambitions to change the world. She is by far the weakest of the three states in the new 
triangular relationship with the Soviet Union and the United States, and her 
diplomatic utility to the latter is limited; her deterrent power is still small; she is not 
yet an industrial nation in the true sense, and is flanked by two great industrial 
powers, Russia and Japan: her trading assets are modest; and her size makes her 
feared by other Asian countries. She must, therefore, exploit what assets she has: the 
magnetism of her culture, the sense of guilt in Japan and the West about their past 
behaviour towards her, the identification that a big developing country can create with 
smaller ones, in order to strengthen her political independence while her physical 
strength is slowly augmented.  
 
Consequently, while the Soviet Union is fighting a rearguard action to maintain a 
primarily bipolar structure of power in the world, China’s interest for the present is in 
the diffusion of influence and initiatives, both by traditional balance-of-power 
diplomacy and by enthusiastic involvement in those kinds of international 
organisation where all states have equal rights. At some later date, she may wish to 
claim the status of a super-power or to insist on participation in some more effective 
kind of great-power condominium than the UN Security Council. At present, her 
interest is to resist any claims on the part of the two existing super-powers that they 
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have a special responsibility for world order, in favour of a regime of great and 
middle powers, herself among the former—in favour of a plural world.  
 
But China seems a relatively static force in international politics by comparison with 
Japan, the only great power which is ethnically homogeneous, which still has a strong 
tradition of respect for government, with a hard-working, ingenious population and 
with none of the problems of contiguous borders with strong neighbours that still 
generate insecurity in China, the Soviet Union, India or Germany. It is a country 
whose national wealth has increased seventy fold since Hiroshima and nearly doubled 
in the last six years. This is not the consequence of a lust for power—indeed, the 
Japanese find their economic success embarrassing—but of a social phenomenon: the 
fact that Japan had a pre-industrial socio-legal system that was more like the 
relationships within a Scottish clan than those of an English landlord with his tenants. 
When she decided to industrialise a hundred years ago, this village system was 
transmuted—by a process even Japanese historians find difficult to explain—to a 
structure of commercial as well as agricultural enterprises. There was no supervening 
period of social chaos and upheaval, as in European countries, which split society 
laterally into an increasingly coherent working class, a bourgeoisie and a plutocracy. 
There is less sense of class in Japan, but a strong sense of identification between all 
the members of a company, from the managing director to the doorman: vertical 
integration which makes a business—even a big businesslike a family, and creates a 
fierce sense of competition with other businesses. If one adds to this the very high rate 
of personal savings which has made the government the prime source of capital 
formation, no country has a better social basis for industrial capitalism, and it is not 
surprise in that Japan forged ahead as no other Asian country did. In the first half of 
the century, she was viewed with alarm or contempt by the rest of the world, partly 
because her leaders had imported their political values along with their technology 
from Europe, including militarism, and assumed that the index of a powerful country 
was its battleships and its divisions.  
 
The Japanese, the only nation to have had an atomic bomb dropped on them, have 
now had a generation under American strategic protection, and to a more limited 
extent American tutelage, to rise from the ashes of 1945 and to reflect upon their 
position and interests as a nation. And yet, beneath the impressive statistics, the 
national sense of uncertainty is now as great as in the inter-war years. This has a 
social aspect, for the universalisation of values has tended to weaken the basis of the 
human if not the working family: economic growth was an overriding object for so 
long that its social side-effects were neglected, leaving daunting problems of pollution 
and urban sprawl in an island three-quarters of whose land space is steep mountains. 
It has a political basis in that the Liberal Democratic Party, which has been in office 
since Japan’s sovereignty was restored, has been gradually losing popular support for 
years. At some point in the Seventies, Japanese government is likely to become based 
on the politics of coalition—though it is uncertain whether its basis will be a Centre-
Right coalition dominating a divided Left, as in France, or like that of Italy, where a 
strong Left faces a divided and factionalised Centre: the latter might elicit the streak 
of violence in Japanese public life.  
 
Uncertainty about the future has an economic aspect, for it is clear that if the Japanese 
economy were to go on growing in the Seventies at the rate it grew in the Sixties, over 
12 per cent a year, she would have a position of such universal dominance in some 
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key industries—steel, shipbuilding, electronics and certain forms of capital 
equipment—as to make her bitterly unpopular with other industrial powers, as well as 
a ravenous consumer of raw materials. Fortunately, recent governments have seen this 
clearly, and Mr Tanaka has been trying to avert large trade surpluses with the United 
States, and now with Europe, not only by voluntary restraints on certain exports, but 
also by diverting more resources to social objectives. But Tanaka is losing domestic 
popularity because he is not clearing up the pollution and the bad housing fast 
enough. And the Japanese method of decision-making by consensus, ringisei, is slow 
and tentative in reaching hard and unpopular decisions. Moreover, the Japanese, 
partly because of their isolated island history, find it hard to conceive of themselves as 
integral members of an economically-interdependent world— despite the country’s 
total dependence on imported oil and other raw materials—and public opinion is by 
instinct protectionist.  
 
Finally, the national uncertainty has a political dimension, for the end of the Cold 
War, and the change in American policy towards the mainland powers, has to a 
certain extent cast Japan adrift in an inter- national system in which she finds it 
difficult to perceive her proper interest. Is she the Pacific bastion of an internally 
coherent system of Western economic and political relationships, or is she one large 
power among a group of large, middle and small powers who must defend her own 
interests: a country whose sympathies are Asian, but who happens also to be 
industrialised and capitalist? It is true that the Nixon Administration is now making 
efforts to redress the colonial way in which it treated Japan during its first four years: 
failing to consult it about the reorientation of its relationship with China or the 
decision to permit the reversion of Taiwan— which is an important trading-partner of 
Japan—to Peking, imposing an import surcharge, forcing Japan to revalue the yen, 
and other strong-arm measures. The Tanaka Government behaved with great good 
sense, opening up Japanese relations with Peking, and meeting American economic 
demands where it could. But popular respect for American leadership has not been 
enhanced: the minority who favour the end of the 23-year-old Mutual Security Treaty 
with the United States is growing.  
 
There is now much talk in the United States of a new trilateral relationship between 
Japan, the United States and the European Community. But unless the United States 
can rapidly adjust its political attitude and techniques from those of dominance to 
those appropriate to providing the focus of a coalition of units of broadly equal power, 
this will not meet the case: moreover, there is not a great deal of political substance in 
European-Japanese relations, though the economic relationship is growing fast. The 
world’s third economic power is acquiring wider interests and broader terms of 
reference than simply those of a loyal ally of the West.  
 
One option for Japan would be a closer relationship with one or other of the mainland 
powers. The Soviet Union, which treated Japan with contempt for many years, has 
naturally been moved by both the Japanese and the American opening to China to pay 
closer attention to Japan, and it may be that before long the Peace Treaty which 
Russia refused to sign over twenty years ago will have been concluded. But there is 
little prospect that the Soviet Union will return the Kurile Islands at the northern tip of 
Japan, which she reft from her in 1945, because these are thought necessary to guard 
the Red Fleet’s entrance to Vladivostok, and there is a long history of Russo-Japanese 
mistrust. The Soviet Union desperately wishes to enlist Japanese venture capital in the 
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development of Siberia, but she is not really prepared to open her consumer markets 
to Japan, and it looks as if Japanese-Soviet trade may stabilise at about $1,000 million 
a year, or 3 per cent of Japanese exports.  
 
With China it is a quite different story: hers is the parent culture, she is the twin state, 
however alien her contemporary ideology. Probably most Japanese carry the notion of 
an entente cordiale between the two countries at -the back of their heads, while 
Japanese businessmen see the two societies as complementary: an advanced island 
power and a developing agricultural land mass. Possibly such a relationship may 
ensue, but, although the Chinese have stopped talking about the dangers of Japanese 
militarism, although the Taiwan issue has been defused, and although Sino-Japanese 
trade is rising to the same level as that between Russia and Japan, there are a number 
of obstacles in the path of a warm relationship between Peking and Tokyo. In no 
circumstances will the Chinese leadership allow the country to become dependent on 
one major trading partner or to pile up external debts. Much of the China Sea is 
continental shelf which may be an important source of oil and other minerals, and 
jurisdiction over it is likely to be a continuing source of friction in Sino-Japanese 
relations. And even if China were prepared to swallow its revolutionary principles to 
the extent of allowing a major influx of Japanese capital, the Japanese themselves 
would have to walk warily as long as Sino-Soviet tension continues at its present 
level: an embattled Soviet Union that saw Japan moving increasingly close to China 
could exert serious strategic pressure on Japan. This is one reason why Japan, even 
more than the rest of the world, has an interest in the winding- down of the Sino-
Soviet dispute, though she can have little influence on its course.  
 
Japan has, in theory, another option either to remaining within the Western political 
and economic system or to embarking on closer relations with the mainland powers. 
She is an economic super-power, with the most dynamic economy in the world. If the 
rest of the world takes her compliance too much for granted, why not  
embark on its reorganisation? Why not translate her economic strength into military 
power, and develop her own sphere of influence? If nuclear weapons are the ticket of 
entry to the top table, as British politicians used to argue, then why not Japanese 
nuclear weapons? Why should she not do in Asia in the Seventies and Eighties what 
De Gaulle did in Europe in the Sixties? After all, the reduction of American military 
power in the Pacific, plus the growing intimacy of Soviet-American relations, makes 
the political value of her Mutual Security Treaty with the United States look dubious 
even if the declining reputation of American leadership were not increasing popular 
Japanese opposition to it. China has a much narrower technological base than Japan, 
and the Soviet Union cannot deploy as much power or influence in the Pacific area as 
she can in the Atlantic area. Besides, in an era of rising oil and raw material costs, it is 
the countries with the largest investment programmes in the developing world that are 
likely to get the best treatment.  
 
 
Japanese Gaullism  
But we have only to pose the hypothesis of a kind of Japanese Gaullism—though a 
crisis in Japanese-American relations or a degeneration of the Western trade and 
payments system might tempt the Japanese to translate this latent political strength 
into the real thing—in order to see the pitfalls. A decision to become a nuclear power 
would almost certainly lead to the end of her American nuclear guarantee, for she 
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would be breaking the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty and would become a dangerous 
ally, and would force her to traverse a period of not less than ten years before she 
could build up an effective submarine missile force. Even then, she would remain 
vulnerable to strategic pressure, for a third of her population is concentrated in three 
metropolitan areas, around Tokyo, Nagoya and Osaka, and her dependence on 
imported raw materials, including uranium, means that no level of strategic power 
could guarantee permanent freedom of action.  
 
A strong Japanese fleet? Certainly, the modest posse of destroyers in her Self- 
Defence Force could be expanded into a powerful naval task-force more rapidly than 
any other power could do it, by reason of her enormous ship-building capacity. But 
what purpose would it serve? It would revive a host of fears from the pre-war years, 
and could do nothing to assure her supply of oil from the Gulf, or its passage through 
the Malacca Straits between Malaysia and Indonesia, for the days of gunboat 
diplomacy are over. A politico- military sphere of influence in the world, especially 
Asia? There is none that would meet Japan’s economic interests, for-though she may 
have about a third of Asian trade—in terms of investment in raw material supplies, 
Central and South America are as important to her as Southern Asia.  
 
Undoubtedly, the actions of the other major powers might force Japan into a more 
self-assertive policy. But the fact that it is neither in her interests nor theirs to do so 
means that this disciplined, proud yet uncertain country, with only half the population 
of the United States and less than half that of the Soviet Union, holds it in its power to 
change the context of international politics to a greater extent almost than any other. 
For Japan’s fourth and best alternative is to place her considerable weight behind the 
effective functioning, through its institutions, of an interdependent economic and 
political order. She feels entitled to a permanent seat on the UN Security Council, in 
which she now has American backing, and this posits a revision of the UN Charter 
and redefinition of the real function of the Security Council, since Japan has virtually 
no military power. If she can make a constructive contribution to the forthcoming 
trade and monetary negotiations, her diplomatic influence will rise. An increase in the 
proportion of her wealth devoted to development aid to the British and French level 
would make her by far its largest source. Her latent military strength provides a strong 
incentive to other major powers to control and reduce their own. Because Japan is 
something quite new in modern history—a great industrial and trading power that is 
not a military power—she offers a challenge to her peers, which they dare not evade, 
to reconsider the nature of power and influence in international politics. The extent to 
which this challenge can be met depends partly on the evolution among the major 
powers of tacit ground-rules about their relations with the rest of Asia.  
 
 
 


